Cooperation theory puts a strong emphasis on partner control mechanisms that have evolved to stabilize cooperation against the temptation of cheating. The marine cleaning mutualism between the IndoPacific bluestreack cleaner wrasse, Labroides dimidiatus, and its reef fish 'clients' has been a model system to study partner control mechanisms and counterstrategies. These cleaners cooperate by eating ectoparasites; however, they can cheat by taking client mucus, which they prefer. Such a conflict may be the exception. For example, Caribbean cleaning gobies, Elacatinus spp., prefer to eat ectoparasites instead of mucus. While partner control mechanisms and counterstrategies seem to be absent in cleaning gobies, no study has directly compared cleaner wrasses and cleaning gobies by using the same methods. We examined systematic differences in cleaning interaction patterns and strategic behaviour exhibited by 12 closely related parrotfish species in the two systems. Parrotfish seeking cleaner wrasses visited them more often and spent more time with their cleaner than parrotfish seeking cleaning gobies. Moreover, the clients of cleaner wrasses returned more often to the same cleaner following a positive interaction, whereas the clients of cleaning gobies were less influenced by the outcome of previous interactions. We hypothesize that the higher frequency and repeated nature of interactions observed in the cleaner wrasse system, combined with the need to resolve conflicts, might have been prerequisites for the development of complex behavioural strategies. Ó
Cooperation theory puts a strong emphasis on partner control mechanisms that have evolved to stabilize cooperation against the temptation of cheating. The marine cleaning mutualism between the IndoPacific bluestreack cleaner wrasse, Labroides dimidiatus, and its reef fish 'clients' has been a model system to study partner control mechanisms and counterstrategies. These cleaners cooperate by eating ectoparasites; however, they can cheat by taking client mucus, which they prefer. Such a conflict may be the exception. For example, Caribbean cleaning gobies, Elacatinus spp., prefer to eat ectoparasites instead of mucus. While partner control mechanisms and counterstrategies seem to be absent in cleaning gobies, no study has directly compared cleaner wrasses and cleaning gobies by using the same methods. We examined systematic differences in cleaning interaction patterns and strategic behaviour exhibited by 12 closely related parrotfish species in the two systems. Parrotfish seeking cleaner wrasses visited them more often and spent more time with their cleaner than parrotfish seeking cleaning gobies. Moreover, the clients of cleaner wrasses returned more often to the same cleaner following a positive interaction, whereas the clients of cleaning gobies were less influenced by the outcome of previous interactions. We hypothesize that the higher frequency and repeated nature of interactions observed in the cleaner wrasse system, combined with the need to resolve conflicts, might have been prerequisites for the development of complex behavioural strategies. In cleaning mutualisms, conflicts between Indo-Pacific bluestreak cleaner wrasse, Labroides dimidiatus, the classic model for cleaning interactions, and their clients over service quality are common. Cleaning interactions entail individual fish clients repeatedly visiting the territories (i.e. cleaning stations) held by cleaners, to have their ectoparasites and dead or infected tissues removed (reviewed by Côté 2000). However, while cleaners search the body and gills of their clients (i.e. while they 'inspect'), they often feed instead on healthy tissue, scales and mucus, which constitutes cheating (Grutter & Bshary 2003 , 2004 . To enforce good cleaning service quality, clients use partner control mechanisms, while the specific nature of these mechanisms depends on a client's strategic options (Bshary & Bronstein 2011) . For example, predators exert the 'threat of reciprocity' in which they could retaliate on cheating cleaners by eating them. On the other hand, nonpredatory clients punish cheaters by aggressive chasing unless they have access to several cleaning stations, in which case they simply switch cleaners (Bshary & Grutter 2002a , 2005 . Furthermore, potential clients may observe the cleaner's services on other fish and thus avoid cheating cleaners (Pinto et al. 2011) . Cleaner wrasses, in return, can manipulate client decisions by rubbing their pelvic and pectoral fins on their client's dorsal area (Bshary & Würth 2001; Grutter 2004) . Such tactile stimulation has several effects: it makes clients that are initially unwilling to interact stop for inspection, it allows cleaners to prolong interactions with clients that are about to leave, it serves as preconflict management in * Correspondence: M. C. Soares, ISPA-Instituto Universitário, Unidade de Investigação em Eco-Etologia, Rua Jardim do Tabaco 34, 1149-041 Lisboa, Portugal.
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